NORTH DAKOTA

NPS POLLUTION
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

FISCAL YEAR 2005
ANNUAL REPORT

November 1, 2004 - October 31, 2005



Contents

SECtioN | - INTFOAUCTION. ......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 3
Section |1 - RESOUICE ASSESSMENT.........uviiiiieiiieeeeesmmirre e e e e e e e a..
SECtion 1 - PrOMEIZALION ......eviiiiiiiiiiiiie e et 8
SECHION 1V = ASSISTANCE ....ccoeiiiiiiiiiii et eeeee s 10
SeCtion V - COOTAINALION .....coiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e eee e s 14
Section VI - INformation/EAUCALION .........ccooiiiiiieeeeiee e 15.
Section VI - EVAIUALION .....ocooiiiiiiieiei e 17
Tables
Tablel - NPS Assessment and TMDL Development Projects............ccccevvvvvvnnees 8
Table 2 - NPS Program Staffing & Support Expenditures...........ccccovvvvvvvieeiennnn. 11
Table 3 - Section 319 Allocations & Expenditures per Pcofeub-Category............. 12
Figures
Figure 1 - Cumulative Line Item Expenditures for NPS Prggect............cooevvvvnnnnnn 19
Figure 2 - Expenditures per BMP Category............ceeeeeeuiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiinns 20
Appendices
Appendix A - NPS Project Budgets & Status.............cceeeeeiiveiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 22
Appendix B - Watershed Project Area Map.........oooo i 26

Appendix C - Amounts and Costs of Practices Implemented Ukdeh
BMP Cat@gOry ...t ettt et e e e enans 28



|. Introduction

The North Dakota Nonpoint Source Pollution Managein®¥ogram is a voluntary program
focused on the reduction and/or prevention of Bution impairing beneficial uses of the
state’s water resources. Locally sponsored prejatl/or initiatives continue to be the primary
means by which the NPS Program is implemented a¢hasstate. Over the long term, the
cumulative benefits realized in the local projaeaas will assist the ND Department of Health
(NDDH) to achieve the long term goals of the NP8ufion Management Program Plan
(Management Plan). The Management Plan missioansént and long term goal are as
follows:

North Dakota NPS Program MissidfT:o protect or restore the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the waters of the stategrpmoting locally sponsored, incentive
based, voluntary programs where those waters ezaténed or impaired due to nonpoint
sources of pollution.”

North Dakota NPS Management Program Long-term Gdalinitiate a balanced
program focused on the restoration and maintenahitee beneficial uses of the State’s
water resources (i.e. streams, rivers, lakes, vessr wetlands, aquifers) impaired by
NPS pollution.”

Progress toward the longterm goal will be basethemumber of watershed restoration projects
initiated by 2013. By the 2013 target date, the&SNFPogram objective is to have 75 watershed
restoration projects initiated within the 114 watexds with water quality limited waterbodies
(as identified in the 1998 305(b)). To achieveltrey term goal and objective, an average of
five watershed restoration projects must be irgtiaannually. For the short term and annual
reporting purposes, program progress will be meakun part, by the number of local
watershed restoration projects implemented each ydae STEPL model will also be used to
estimate annual load reductions associated withrbasagement practices (BMP) supported by
the NPS Program. Other short term measures willide the number of NPS assessment or
TMDL development projects initiated as well as tyyges and amount of public out-reach efforts
supported by the program.

To date, the NPS Program has supported 68 diff@reptcts with funding provided through the
2003 Consolidated Section 319 Grant (2003 Grahe budgets, status and project periods for
all the projects are provided in Appendix A. Apgroately 8% of the funding under the 2003
Grant has been appropriated for NPS Program sgadiinal support. The balance of the Section
319 funds, (i.e., 92%), have been allocated tallpsponsored projects focused on NPS
pollution control, education or assessment.

Local projects supported with Section 319 fundiag be placed under one of four different
categories. These project categories are: 1) dpwednt phase projects; 2) educational projects;
3) technical support projects; and 4) watershegepte. Under each of these categories, there
may also be one or more different project typesutacategories.
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The primary purposes of development phase proggetso identify beneficial use impairments
or threats within specific waterbodies and deteentive extent to which those threats or
impairments are due to NPS pollution. Typicallgydlopment phase projects involve an
inventory of existing data and supplemental momtpto allow accurate assessment of the
targeted waterbody and its watershed. Througletb#erts, the local project sponsors are able
to: 1) determine the extent to which beneficialsuaee being impaired by NPS pollution; 2)
identify specific sources and causes of the patlstad) establish preliminary pollutant reduction
goals or TMDL'’s; and 4) identify management measureeded to restore or maintain the
beneficial uses of the waterbody. Types of prgjectder this category include: 1) NPS
Assessment Projects; 2) TMDL Development Projets; 3) Multi-Year NPS Assessment
Projects.

Educational projects are designed to increase pahblareness and understanding of various
NPS pollution issues and/or the solutions to spebiPS pollution concerns. The focus of these
educational efforts may range from a local sourceanse of NPS pollution to statewide
measures that can be initiated to reduce NPS mmiluEducational tools typically used include
brochures, all media (TV, radio, newspaper, eteoykshops, “how to” manuals, tours, exhibits,
and demonstrations. Two types of educational ptsjare currently being delivered in the state.
One type is the demonstration projects. Thesept®focus on the development of on-the-
ground demonstrations for educational purpose® ofher type of educational project includes
the public outreach projects, which are focusetherdistribution of information on various

local and/or state NPS pollution issues.

Projects designed to deliver technical or finanagdistance to other ongoing NPS pollution
management projects are identified as “Technicpb8ut Projects.” These projects are either
statewide or targeted toward a “project area” iheludes multiple NPS projects. The primary
purpose of these projects is to deliver a speséiwice or “tool” to locally sponsored NPS
projects. Specific types of assistance or managetuoels being delivered by the technical
support projects include: engineering designs; mamanagement planning, digitized soils,
landuse satellite imagery, and wetland restoratreation support.

The watershed project category is the largest oageaind includes the most comprehensive
projects currently implemented through the NPSWRiolh Management Program. These
projects are typically long-term efforts designedtdress documented NPS pollution impacts
and beneficial use impairments within priority wateeds. Common objectives for watershed
projects include; 1) protection and/or restoratibimpaired beneficial uses through voluntary
implementation of best management practices; 2pdination of information on local NPS
pollution concerns and effective solutions to thosecerns; and 3) evaluation of progress
toward identified use attainment or NPS pollutaduction goals. In nearly all cases, the goals
and objectives for the watershed projects are ifigththrough implementation of some type of
development project (e.g., NPS Assessment ProjedtBL Development, etc.).



To track progress toward individual project accasiphents each project sponsor is required to
submit annual and semiannual reports to the NDDhese reports are used by the NDDH to
document and evaluate progress toward projectfgpgoils. Ultimately, the local projects will
also submit a final project report summarizing aopbishments for the entire project period. To
fulfill the 2005 annual reporting requirements, thk reports for the local projects have been
received and entered in the Grants Reporting aadKimg System (GRTS).

Annual evaluation of the NPS Program is best galyettie accomplishments and progress
towards the goals and objectives identified un@ehesection of the Management Plan. For the
2005 NPS Program annual report, the reporting@estnd associated information has been
organized to be consistent with the sections irMaeagement Plan. This section, Section I,
identifies the NPS Program long term goal as welp@vides a general description of the types
of projects supported by the program. Sectiotisrdugh VIl discuss the accomplishments
associated with each component of the Managemant Phformation presented in each section
will include a discussion on the accomplishmeniateel to the applicable goal and a brief status
report for each objective. The six major composemtsections of the Management Plan that
are addressed in this report are as follows:

. Resource Assessment - This section addresses thé&Migram’s existing
inventory/assessment system and future needs row@pr expand assessment efforts.

. Prioritization - This section discusses existing &uture prioritization methods or
strategies within the NPS Program.

. Assistance - This section focuses on “how” therfiial and technical assistance
available through the Program is delivered to fitatal project sponsors.

. Coordination - Development and maintenance of pastrips with private and
local/state/federal agencies and organizationsgl@seribed in this section.

. Information/Education - The Program’s multi-yeaastgy for public outreach and
information dissemination is described under teigtisn.

. Evaluation/Monitoring - Program and local projeeakiation/monitoring efforts are
addressed in this section.

I'l. Resource Assessment

Resour ce Assessment Goal: To accurately and thoroughly assess beneficiasupport and the
sources and causes of use impairments within #te’stwatersheds.

Resource assessment is accomplished at both teeista and local level. On a statewide basis,
data (e.g., water quality, biological, etc.) coleztby state and local staff is utilized to evatuat
and document water quality and beneficial use semthin the various waterbodies being



monitored across the state. At the local levelpuece managers use watershed-specific data to
identify beneficial use and water quality impairrteerestablish waterbody priorities; develop
watershed strategies; and/or measure benefitsptied BMP.

The 303(d) list (TMDL List) and 305(b) Reports dped with data collected statewide, are the
primary documents used during initial watersheadhpiiag efforts. Information in these
documents is used to help establish state and pocalties; determine general resource
assessment or management needs; and identifyreeedsg additional evaluation. Future
305(b) Reports will also serve as the primary doents for the evaluation of NPS Program.

The most current integrated reports and previodglgdeports are available on the NDDH web
site http://www.health.state.nd.us/wqg/swi/.

Locally sponsored NPS assessment or TMDL developprejects are the primary means used
to determine local watershed priorities and speafanagement measures. These local
assessments, commonly referred to as “developrmejeqgts,” provide the foundation for all
watershed projects by identifying specific souraed causes of NPS pollutants impairing or
threatening beneficial uses. This informationgedito establish local watershed priorities as
well as to develop multi-year project implementatmans (PIP) that address the identified
beneficial use impairments. When applicable, NDfd&ff also coordinate with the local
sponsors to utilize the assessment data to deVéNipLs.

There are two sources of Section 319 financial stfpr assessment level projects. Short term
(i.e., 1-2 years) NPS assessment projects are geppaith Section 319 funds available through
the NPS Program’s “Development Fund.” Section fat@ling available under the Development
Fund are unexpended funds reallocated from oth& piBjects that were completed under
budget. If the waterbody is also listed on the TIMDst, alternative funding sources (e.g.,
604(b); 104(b)(3)) may also be used to supporagsmssment activities. For the multi-year or
basin-wide NPS assessments, the local sponsorsipaie in the annual Section 319 grant
application process to secure Section 319 suppBasgd or Incremental Funding) for their
projects. Regardless of the source, the matdhet&ection 319 funding is provided by the local
project sponsors.

To achieve the resource assessment goal, the Maeag®lan identifies four specific
objectives. These objectives and a brief statasigpare as follows:

Objective 1. Complete periodic assessments of the eight ygitologic units (HU) in the
state.

(Complete) - Assessment of the eight digit HU’s watsally accomplished through the
1998 Unified Watershed Assessment Report. The t&dmop of subsequent Unified
Watershed Assessment Reports has been discontinued.



Objective 2. Develop and implement a strategy/process thhallow accurate assessment of
the water quality and beneficial use conditionsimithe state’s 12 digit hydrologic units
(HU's).

(On Schedule) - The basic strategy being employettids NPS Program is to coordinate
with interested local partners to collect the detaded to assess the sources and causes
of identified beneficial use impairments associatgtt NPS pollution. The delivery of
financial and technical assistance is primarilydolsn the degree of local interest and
commitment rather than pre-determined subwaterphiedties established at the
statewide level. If sufficient local interest isrdonstrated, technical and financial
assistance is provided to establish local subwaergriorities, develop assessment
schedules, and implement assessment activitieenWstablishing the local assessment
priorities and strategies, particular attentioaligsays placed on the waterbodies on the
most current 303(d) list. When applicable, loaddwatershed boundaries are based on
the 12 digit hydrologic units.

Objective 3: (Revised 10/0BEstablish assessment goals for the local prievétersheds and/or
the 12 digit HU’s within the six major river basiasd develop quality assurance project plans
(QAPP’s) to assess beneficial use conditions aendtity sources and causes of pollutants
impairing beneficial uses.

(On Schedule) - Fourteen local NPS assessmentrafillloL development projects are
currently supported under the 2003 ConsolidateahtGrahe status of these projects is
provided in Table 1. When applicable the repfotgshe completed assessment projects
are entered in GRTS under project #5 of the 20@ht3008633032).

Objective 4: Assess/evaluate the success of local projectteffe.g. BMP implementation) to
improve water quality and restore and/or maintaelieneficial uses of waterbodies impacted
by NPS pollution.

(On Schedule) - NDDH staff have developed QAPPrsafbwatershed projects
supported under the NPS Program. Typically, tli@&8PP’s are a continuation of the
same monitoring plan/QAPP that was implementedhduiie assessment phase of the
project.

In past years, most project evaluations have beeuised on the measured trends in
water quality within the project areas. Althougistdata will be useful for measuring
long term trends, it is not sensitive enough toggachanges over the short term.
Consequently, starting in February 2006, the NDDHlve using the STEPL model to
estimate load reductions associated with BMP a@plighin the watershed projects.
These estimated load reductions will be enterederGRTS, where applicable, in
February of each year.



During any year, Objectives 2 and 3 most closglyesent the day-to-day efforts being initiated
to assess the state’s water resources. Techs®igtance provided to the local sponsors under
these objectives have included local priority settidevelopment of assessment strategies and
QAPP’s; interpretation of data; and developmertiBS assessment reports. The Program’s
“Development Fund” is the primary source of thetfdec319 funds used to support the costs of
the assessment projects. To date, under the 2008oldated Grant, financial and/or technical
assistance has been provided to 14 different assesphase projects. The specific assessment
and/or TMDL development projects are provided ibl€dl.

Table1. NPS Assessment and TMDL Development projects stegander the 2003 Consolidated Grant

Project Name 319 Allocation Status* End Date
Armourdale Dam TMDL Development $4,055 Complete 4/30/0
Bear/Bonehill Creek Assessment $15,253 Complete 12/31/03
Blacktail & McGregor TMDL Development $14,998 Compet 9/30/04
Carbury Dam TMDL Development $6,184 Complete 5/31/03
Cass Co. - Three Rivers Assessment $99,430 Active 6/30/08
Phase Il - Dickinson Dike TMDL Development $1,000 et 6/30/06
Phase | - Dickinson Dike TMDL Development $6,853 Cetp 6/30/03
Lake Hoskins Assessment Project $18,066 Complete 9/30/04
McDowell Dam Alum Treatment Demonstration $48,000 et 6/30/07
McDowell Dam TMDL Development $22,688 Complete 6/30/04
Northgate Dam TMDL Development $14,325 Active 6/30/06
Ransom Co. Sheyenne River Assessment $79,480 Complgte 3/31/05
Red River Basin Volunteer Monitoring Pilot Program $47,829 Active 6/30/06
Rice Lake Water Quality Improvement Project $448,00 Active 6/30/06
Stutsman Co. Subwatershed Assessment Project $11,844 Active 6/30/08
Turtle River Watershed Assessment $87,079 Active 6/30/08
Upper Goose River Assessment Project $71,616 Active 30/67
Total $996,701

* Active or complete indicates the “status” of SextB19 financial support for the collection of dateded to develop
an NPS pollution assessment report and/or TMDL.

[11. Prioritization

Prioritization Goal: Based on the most current inventory and assesstaetprioritize the
state’s waterbodies/watersheds for future NPS pofitassessment or abatement efforts.




The NPS Program utilizes a “process” rather thgvhgsical list” (with the exception of the
TMDL List) to identify local waterbody prioritiesOn a statewide basis, waterbodies included
on the TMDL List are considered high priority wdtedies for the development and
implementation of watershed assessments. At tted level, the TMDL listed waterbodies are
also considered a high priority, although locabrese managers may also establish priority
rankings for other waterbodies not included ontMDL List. For waterbodies lacking data
and/or omitted from the TMDL List, a two step pess is used to establish the priorities. The
first step involves a review of current informatiprme., obtained through local feedback; the
1999 UWA,; 305(b) Reports; NDDH; USGS; NRCS,; eto.gstablish a preliminary ranking for
each subwatershed in the project area. Thesengsikivhich are either a Tier Il or Ill ranking,
are used to indicate the type of management ossisgmnt activities needed in each
subwatershed. The Tier Il waterbodies are genetfadise that are on the TMDL List, while the
Tier 1l waterbodies are those with very minimalto data. The second phase focuses on the
development of a local priority schedule for thglementation of the appropriate subwatershed
assessment or management activities.

The Tier Il and Ill waterbodies always require todlection of some type of additional data to
accurately identify beneficial use impairments andletermine the sources and causes of
pollutants impairing beneficial uses. For theséen@dies, the local sponsors coordinate with
NPS Program staff to determine data collection seaxll establish a priority schedule for
assessing the waterbodies. Following this priation process, financial and/or technical
assistance is provided to the sponsors to develdpnaplement quality assurance project plans
(according to the priority schedule) to collect tlezessary data. This data is used to identify
NPS pollutant sources and causes, document bealefg@ impairments; and determine
management needs in the watersheds.

Tier | waterbodies have sufficient data identifyspecific beneficial use impairments as well as
the sources and causes of those impairments. kpoakors typically recognize the Tier |
waterbodies as their highest priority. In suchesashe local sponsors seek the appropriate
financial assistance (i.e., Section 319 funding|FEEfanding, etc.) to implement a
comprehensive watershed restoration plan. ThelTwaterbodies and watersheds currently
being addressed with Section 319 funding are listater the Watershed Projects in Appendix
A.

The NPS Management Plan lists two specific objestifior accomplishing waterbody
prioritization at the state and local level. Thebgctives and a brief summary of actions this
past year are as follows:

Objective 1. At the basin and/or local level, categorize speeifaterbodies into one of the three
Tier rankings.

(On Schedule) - As previously indicated, the TMDiktlis the “waterbody priority” list
being used by the NPS Program. The most recesgriaied Report includes the current
TMDL List. This report is on the ND Departmenthdéath’s web site. The web address



is http://www.health.state.nd.us/wg/swLocal resource managers and project sponsors
are also using the TMDL List and other informattorestablish assessment priority
rankings and schedules. The assessment projdets$ ilisTable 1 are local high priority
Tier 1l or 1l watersheds, while the watershed puaig included in Appendix A are
previous assessment projects (Tier Il or 1ll) e now recognized as Tier |
waterbodies. All watershed projects listed ineittable were initially identified through
a local prioritization effort involving local resoze managers and NPS Program staff.

Objective 2: Establish priority rankings for each of the TigH) and Il subwatersheds within
local project areas and/or the six major river hsign the state.

(Discontinued) - The scheduling and implementatibthe appropriate actions is being
accomplished with priority rankings limited to Tieil, or Ill. Prioritization within each
Tier is not needed to further define local assessmewatershed implementation
schedules. As a result, given the similaritiesvieein Objective 1 and 2 and limited need
for rankings within each Tier, Objective 2 andTiesks have been incorporated into
Objective 1.

V. Assistance

Assistance Goal: Provide sufficient financial and technical assis&to local resource
managers (e.g. SCDs, WRBSs) to ensure accuratdfidation of beneficial use and water
quality impairments resulting from NPS pollutiordagffective development and completion of
projects that will restore and/or maintain the e uses of waterbodies impacted by NPS
pollution.

The number of projects initiated and/or maintainadcan annual basis is one of the main factors
used to evaluate NPS Program success in delivBniagcial and technical assistance. Program
assistance generally starts with the developmetiteoproject implementation plans and
continues throughout the implementation periocheffrojects. Types of assistance being
provided to local projects on an annual basis oheigproject oversight; sample analysis; PIP
review and comment; sample collection and projemagement training; quality assurance
project plan development; distribution of educagilomaterials; biological monitoring support;
and Section 319 financial support. NDDH persommablved in the delivery of NPS Program
assistance are as follows:

. Water Quality Division Director & Surface Water gram Manager - Program
Supervision (0.70 FTE)

. NPS Program Coordinator - Program Administratiofr (E)

. Environmental Scientist - Monitoring/Assessmentigtssice (2.5 FTE)

. Watershed Planning & Information/Education Coortbina I/E Assistance (1 FTE)

. Microbiology and Chemistry Lab Personnel - Samphalsis (4 FTE)
. Ground Water Program Personnel - Aquifer Assessirgject (2 FTE)
. Secretarial Assistance (0.5 FTE)
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The specific roles of NDDH staff involved in the SProgram are described in the most current
NPS Program Staffing and Support Workplan dateg JuP005 - February 28, 2007. On an
annual basis, approximately, 8% of the NPS Prodradget is used to support staff involved in
NPS Program delivery. Table 2 summarizes the Ni@§rBm staffing and support expenditures
under the 2003 Consolidated Grant as of June 315.20

Table2. Estimated NPS Program Staffing & Support Expemdg - January 1, 2003 thru June 30, 2005.

Cost Category Section 319 Funds State Match Total Expenditures
Personnel Salaries $524,045.36 $349,363.57 $873,408.93
Fringe Benefits $172,119.70 $114,746.46 $2861966.
Travel $39,604.75 $26,403.16 $66,007.91
Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supplies $56,072.72 $37,381.82 $93,454.54
Other (phone, $70,524.25 $47,016.16 $117,540.41
postage, rent, misc.)

Indirect $66,379.59 $44,253.06 $110,632.65
TOTAL $928,746.37 $619,164.23 $1,547,910.60

Since January 1, 2003, NPS Program staff havetadsisth the development and
implementation of the 68 projects that have beesrebeing supported under the 2003 Grant.
Appendix A provides the approved budgets for abkthprojects. The 2005 annual reports for
each of the projects have been submitted to the RtB§ram and are provided in the GRTS (i.e.,
1999-2005 Grants).

Projects supported under the 2003 Grant can begpgtbunder one of eight different NPS project
types or subcategories. These subcategories agpansion of the project categories
previously discussed in Section I. Inclusion @iraject in a particular subcategory is based on
the primary goals of the project. For examplejguts included in the “Development Phase -
NPS Assessment” subcategory are designed to dot¢uheesources and causes of NPS
pollutants impairing beneficial uses, while progertcluded in the Watershed subcategory are
designed to address those documented impairmeotggtihn BMP implementation.

Grouping projects according to a “common goal”wBdhe opportunity to evaluate overall
balance and emphasis of the NPS Program. Bas#dspthe NPS Program is targeting a
majority of its resources to initiatives designeadssess NPS pollution impacts and/or
implement the appropriate corrective measuress fiuius is consistent with the NPS Program’s
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watershed restoration goals. Table 3 lists theutative expenditures and distribution of costs

between the different types of NPS projects dutinegperiod of January 1, 2003 through

September 30, 2005.

Table 3. Section 319 Allocations and Expenditures perdto] ype or Subcategory: January 1, 2003 - SepteBthe2005.

Project Type Cumulative 319 Cumulative 319 Percent of Total
Allocation Expenditures 319 Expenditures

Development Phase - NPS Assessment $1,167,329.00 , 2827 1.85%
Development Phase - TMDL Development $70,103.00 B 0.55%
Education - Demonstration $918,746.00 $676,326.03 %.64
Education - Public Outreach $2,251,856.00 $1,223(H56. 10.20%
Local Project Support (TA or FA) $6,139,597.00 $2,98%.86 20.80%
NPS Assessment - Multi Year Grant Award $165,279.00 165$147.55 1.38%
NPS Program Staffing And Support $1,272,000.00 $IUB36 7.74%
Watershed Project $17,594,410.00 $6,219,089.61 51.84%
Totals: $29,579,320.00 $11,995,697.44

NPS Program staff have also assisted with the dpwednt of PIP’s for 7 new or continuation
projects requesting FY 2006 Section 319 fundinge draft PIP’s were reviewed by the NPS
Task Force in August 2005. The updated and fifRIsHor the project’s are scheduled to be
reviewed by the Task Force in December 2005. iA#IfPIP’s approved by the Task Force will
be forwarded to EPA for final funding considerateomd approval in January 2006.

NPS Program financial and technical assistancetatinued to be directed toward a variety of
local initiatives and/or projects that are desigtebelp accomplish the “Assistance Objectives
identified in the Management Plan. The Assistadbgectives and a brief summary of related
activities this past year are as follows:

Objective 1. Increase the ability of potential sponsors to deire their local NPS pollution
management needs and develop strategies or planwitheffectively address those NPS
pollution concerns.

(On Schedule) - Local meetings have continued tthégrimary means used to
communicate to local resource managers and assiistheir watershed planning needs.
NDDH staff have been involved in numerous such mgstthe past year. A majority of
these local meetings have been with soil consenvalistricts and/or water resource
boards. Informational materials have also beetniliged to local sponsors and other
resource managers throughout the year.
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Objective 2: Provide financial and technical assistance tollpogect advisory committees to
develop and implement NPS assessment or TMDL dpaetat projects to document local or
basin-wide subwatershed priorities and establigiciip subwatershed Tier rankings.

(On Schedule) - Table 1 lists all the NPS Assessianeth TMDL development projects
supported under the 2003 Grant. When availabéefitial reports for the completed
assessment projects have been entered in the GRIES the NPS Development and
Assessment Projects (i.e., Project #5) of the 2fy@at year (008633032).

Objective 3: Provide financial and technical assistance tollspansors for the development
and implementation of watershed projects addreshimdpighest priority waterbodies.

(On Schedule) - As indicated in Appendix A, there 26 watershed projects currently
supported under the 2003 Grant. One additionatrshed project is also being
considered for FY06 Section 319 funding. Finalrappl of the new watershed project is
expected to be issued by EPA in February/March 2006

Objective 4: Expand sources of financial assistance for NP&ifah projects to reduce local
sponsors’ match responsibilities and/or the le¥@eaxction 319 assistance needed.

(Behind Schedule) - Locally generated cash andiand match continues to be the
primary means by which Section 319 match respditgiare being met by most local
projects. This local support is typically provideg sponsors such as soil conservation
districts or water resource boards as well as #negpating producers. The non-federal
match for the Section 319 funds committed to NR&Rm staffing and support is
provided through the state general fund. Unfortelyaa long term commitment to
partially support the local NPS projects with stgémeral funds has not been fully
realized.

Some local projects have again received non-fedeasth support through the State
Water Commission Trust Fund (SWC Funds). The SWadF(i.e., $200,000) have
been appropriated to four locally sponsored Se@ihprojects. These SWC funds will
be used to help support costs associated withehelapbment of engineering designs for
animal feeding operations. As in past years, tifiesgs were only allocated for the
06/07 biennium and the availability of the SWC Trasnds remains an uncertainty for
future bienniums. To obtain continued SWC Trustd~support, the NDDH will work
with the appropriate state legislators during fatsession.

Objective 5: Maintain post-project NPS pollution managemenbre$fand document long-term
benefits of NPS pollution control and/or water giyamprovement practices applied within the
project areas.

(Discontinued) - Due to time constraints, NPS Paogmonitoring efforts have been

14



limited to the evaluation of active NPS projectss a result, Objective 5 and its tasks
have been discontinued. Initiation of this objeetwill be reevaluated annually.

V. Coordination

Coordination Goal: Increase the effectiveness of NPS pollution mansent in the state by
coordinating project development and implementagifforts with local, state, and federal
agencies and private organizations involved witturg resource management in the state.

Initiation and maintenance of a coordinated effath the appropriate entities is one of the most
important activities within the local project areast the onset of the projects, the lead sponsors
are encouraged to solicit the involvement of adiugrs or agencies that may have an interest in
the planned project. For most projects, the ingolent of multiple entities has helped ensure
the appropriate expertise is available and in soases, helped the projects gain additional
financial support.

Given the agricultural focus of most projects, Idgail Conservation Districts (SCD) are the
lead sponsor for a majority (54%) of the currenS\#?ojects. The SCD’s provide the local
leadership that is necessary to implement and neapagjects as well as the “familiar face” to
ensure effective communication with agriculturadgwcers. However, as the diversity of the
NPS Program has expanded, an increasing numbeojetfs are being sponsored by other local
or regional organizations such as universitiedesagencies, lake associations, resource
conservation and development councils, and wasauree boards.

Most lead sponsors establish some type of Projdeisary Committee (PAC). These PAC’s
assist with project development and managemenedisaw/ provide additional expertise to help
ensure the projects stay focused on identified Nélfsition concerns. Typical groups or
organizations represented on these advisory cosesiinclude; NRCS, City Councils, County
Commissions, Extension Service, Wildlife Groups] &lviater Resource Boards.

The NPS Task Force has also helped strengtheninatah between NPS projects and similar
programs sponsored by other state or federal ageaad organizations. Through the annual
project review process, the Task Force is involveithe development of all NPS projects
initiated in the state. During this process, tlaskiForce members become aware of the goals
and objectives of all the local NPS projects, whitkurn, enables them to recognize and act on
partnership opportunities for projects/programs aggal by their agency or organization. The
review process has also helped local sponsorsaglagtter understanding of what the Task Force
member agencies can offer to local NPS pollutionagament projects.

NPS Program efforts to establish and expand coatidim at the state and local level is

essentially accomplished through two main objestivEhese objectives and a brief summary of
activities the past year are as follows:
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Objective 1. Expand local participation in the prioritizatiaevelopment, and implementation
of NPS pollution management projects

(On Schedule) - The primary task under this obyectbcuses on the development and
maintenance of project advisory committees. Culyemost if not all, the NPS projects
have established an advisory committee to prowigation project management and
delivery. Although most committees include seveitierent groups and organizations,
the most “active” participants have typically beka local SCD and WRB, as well as
NRCS field office staff. Other groups that areiies to participate on most committees
include County Commissions, Extension Service, @ityl Councils.

Initially the formation of Basin Management Commés was scheduled under this
section of the Management Plan. At this times ot feasible to form basin level
committees until more local advisory committeesfareed in each river basin. As
additional advisory committees are established, RRfgram staff will assist any
interested advisory committees with the formatiba 8asin Management Committee.

Objective 2:. Maintain partnerships and communication withdberopriate local, state, and
federal agencies, and private organizations todinate resources and ensure other natural
resource management efforts are consistent witsttte’s NPS pollution management goals.

(On Schedule) - State level coordination and infrtron dissemination has continued to
be accomplished through the NPS Task Force meetimgismiewsletter as well as through
participation on other review committees such aNRCS State Technical Committee.

VI. Information and Education

Information and Education Goal: Increase North Dakota residents’ understandingefvater
quality and beneficial use impairments associatigldl MPS pollution and strengthen public
support for the voluntary implementation of NPSlywdn control activities.

A variety of educational efforts are supported atiyuo increase public understanding of NPS
pollution as well as to strengthen support for entrand future NPS pollution management
projects. These educational efforts include ai¢izisuch as newsletters, workshops,
demonstrations, tours, fact sheets, radio adsyaeds. Generally, the information/education
(I/E) efforts are sponsored and implemented byllentties such as soil conservation districts,
water resource boards, and NDSU Extension SenAdthough the goals and target audience of
the different educational projects may vary, curtivddy these state/locally sponsored I/E
projects form a balanced statewide NPS pollutiascation program.

Under the 2003 Grant, approximately 16% of totaitiea 319 expenditures have been

associated with the implementation of I/E projecifrough this support, multiple educational
events have been conducted, including events suh12 lyceums; BMP demonstrations,
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workshops for livestock producers, and water guatdining for teachers. Appendix A lists the
I/E projects supported under the 2003 Grant. Tsedptions and 2005 annual reports for each
I/E project are provided in the GRTS.

Many if the other projects listed in Appendix A@lsave an educational component or provide
tools to support local educational efforts. Thegpporting activities ultimately help enhance
and strengthen the state’s public education effoMthough the watershed, assessment or
technical support projects have not been designéatts solely on public out-reach, they do
expend a significant amount of time and resourcekevelop materials or tools for educational
purposes. Descriptions of the I/E activities atigid by each of the NPS projects are provided in
the 2005 annual reports. These annual reportsravéded in the GRTS.

NPS Program staff have also been involved in nuogeealucational events over the past year.
These efforts have included presentations at kocas and workshops, display booths at county
fairs and agricultural shows; instruction at ECO &dnps, assistance with Envirothon
competitions, newsletter articles; and dissemimatibvarious materials. Generally, most NPS
Program I/E efforts have been associated with dnieedlocally sponsored I/E projects listed in
Appendix A.

Successful delivery of the NPS I/E Program involfres main objectives. These objectives and
a summary of associated activities this past yeaas follows:

Objective 1: Assess the general public’s knowledge of NPS fioltussues.

(On Schedule) - Surveys were taken at the NPSrrdtional booth in the spring of
2005. In addition, interaction with numerous \os# at the booth has provided valuable
insight on the type of information and materials general public is seeking..

Objective 2: Deliver a balanced statewide I/E Program thatesklrs NPS pollution issues in
the state and is targeted toward all age groups.

(On Schedule) - The I/E program has a well develofmith education component that
addresses K-12 students. The main long term yalubagion projects include the ECO
ED Camp, Envirothon Program, The Regional EnviromtaleEducation Series (TREES)
and Project WET. The 2005 annual reports for edichese projects are available in the
GRTS.

NPS Program staff have participated in severaltfans that targeted both youth and
adult audiences. One of the main functions or rnog this year were the local Water
Festivals for Youth and Adults. These events weralacted in three of the major cities
in the state. Two other successful events werélihdies Ag Nite” sponsored by the
Richland County and Kidder County Soil Conservatistricts’. To improve the
offerings to our adult audience, we have also wabskeh soil conservation districts to
host specialized workshops. One example was tol@ounty Livestock Producer
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Assistance Workshop. The workshop primarily taeddending agency representatives
and focused on steps they could take to directyme towards cost share programs that
would benefit water quality. Approximately 30 péopttended the workshop and it
received favorable reviews. NPS pollution relateatjazine articles and the quarterly
publications of the Quality Water Newsletter welsoacompleted this reporting period..

Objective 3: Based on public input and reviews of existingéftorts, expand or develop new
NPS pollution/water quality I/E activities and nrédés to ensure the appropriate and sufficient
information is available to the residents of tregest

(On Schedule) - Most I/E events are initiated spense to public input or requests. An
example of this is the new Missouri River Summestitate for Educators which was
held for the first time ever in Williston. Anotharstitute is being developed for the
Sheyenne and James watersheds and will be hdié summer of 2006. The ND
Project WET Program designed the new teacher wogssto focus on water quality
concerns and the wise management of the resource.

NPS Program staff also continued to develop ansgmtanformational spots that were
aired on a regional, combined radio show calledkti?a Live.” Some of the subjects
discussed include: watersheds, livestock waste geamant, AFO/CAFO regulations,
urban water quality, and the NPS Pollution Program.

Objective 4: Deliver a consistent and balanced I/E Programsacitoe state by coordinating with
with various federal, state, local, and privateamigations and/or agencies to develop and
implement I/E projects focused on priority NPS ptiih management issues in the state.

(On Schedule) - Coordination with NRCS, Extensienvi®e, Soil Conservation Districts
and other agencies to achieve this objective isrgoing effort accomplished through
direct mailings, meetings, participation in eveets,

Objective 5: Evaluate public awareness of NPS pollution issnéise state to determine the
effectiveness of the I/E Program and identify addal activities needed to strengthen the
program.

(On Schedule) - Determination of educational nesdsfocus is an ongoing effort.
Generally, through interaction at the NPS displagth, meetings, and other events, NPS
Program staff have been able to can identify edoalt priorities. Feedback within the
local projects has also been helpful for evaluatidgcational needs.

VII. Program Evaluation

Evaluation Goal: Evaluate the successes and failures of the NPS dg#ament Program and
identify the necessary updates to the NPS Pollllanagement Program to maintain successful
delivery of financial and technical assistanceottal and state agencies and private
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organizations addressing NPS pollution.

The overall success or benefits of the NPS Progvdinbe evaluated at both the state and local
level. At the state level, success will be measimethe degree of progress toward goals set in
the Management Plan. Locally, progress or suosékke based on project-specific goals and
objectives. At either level, short and long termasures will be used to document project or
program accomplishments.

The long term goal of the NPS Program is to delavbalanced program focused on the
restoration and maintenance of beneficial usesimegdy NPS pollution. The 1998 305(b)
Report and Section 303(d) list are the baselineishents that will be used to measure progress
toward this goal. Development and implementatibwatershed restoration projects in 75 of the
“impaired” watersheds included on the 1998 3036&l)i$ the main objective being implemented
to achieve the long term goal. This objectivecisesluled to be met by 2013 through the
completion of the objectives and tasks for eachédeynent (Assessment, Prioritization, etc.) in
the Management Plan. With 25 watershed projeateotly supported under the 2003 Grant,
the program’s main objective should be realize@®33.

The 305(b) Reports developed after 1998 will beluseevaluate statewide, long term benefits
of the NPS Program. NPS pollution data summanmesather information in future 305(b)
Reports will be compared to similar data presemdte 1998 305(b) Report. This comparative
analysis will be used to identify and document BIRS pollution trends on a statewide basis.
Statewide program success will be defined by thiegme decrease in waterbodies listed as
“impaired by NPS pollution” in the 1998 305(b) Rejpeersus 2013 305(b) Report.

Local watershed projects offer the best opportesito measure and track on-the-ground
accomplishments supported with Section 319 fundidiihough, other types of projects, such as
the educational projects, also measure progresartb@stablished goals, the watershed projects
are the only projects where water quality/quanbigjogical and landuse data is collected for
evaluation purposes. Over the long term, the daltacted within the local watersheds will be
used to evaluate local project success as wethssgde benefits.

During an average year, approximately 400-500 wagietity samples are collected within the
state’s active watershed project areas. The na@npeters being monitored include nitrogen,
phosphorus, total suspended solids, and fecabewoiibacteria. Stream discharge is also
monitored at many of the STORET sites to determpwikutant loadings. This annual data, is
being used to establish a long term water quaditprds for all the watershed projects supported
with Section 319 funding. A map of the watersheajgrts supported through the NPS Program
is provided in Appendix B. Upon completion of aject, the appropriate data is interpreted and
a summary of the results is incorporated into thel foroject report in the GRTS. This same
data will also be summarized in future 305(b) Réptw help evaluate long term NPS pollution
trends in the state.

Despite the implementation of multiple BMP’s and tiollection of extensive water quality data,
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accurate documentation of annual pollutant redastmntinues to be very difficult across the
state. This is particularly true within the langatershed project areas. Due to natural and man
induced variables, such as rainfall timing/amowmd cropping changes, it is anticipated, 10+
years of data may be needed to accurately docymedintant reductions within most watershed
projects. Consequently, starting in February 2806yt term (e.g., annual) progress within the
watershed projects will be evaluated and quantifigtd the STEPL model. When applicable,
the AGNPS or BASINS models may also be used. Riggs of the model type, each project
will generate an estimate for annual pollutant loedlictions associated with certain BMP
applied in the project area. Pollutants to bewatald with the models are nitrogen, phosphorus,
and/or sediment. The total number and types of Bigflied and the estimated pollutant load
reductions per project are provided in the GRTS.

To date, as indicated in Figure 1, forty two petdd2%) of total Section 319 expenditures
under the 2003 Grant have been associated witimgplementation of BMPs. The most
common BMP’s implemented with this financial supgdwave included no-till residue
management; nutrient management; manure manageystams and grazing management
practices. The main NPS pollutants addressed l3etB&IPs include nitrogen, phosphorus,
sediment, and fecal coliform bacteria. Figuressslihe expenditures under each BMP Category
and Appendix C provides a summary of the specifiPB applied and supported since January
1, 2003.

Figure 1. Cumulative line item expenditures of projects supgd under the 2003 Grant - January 1, 2003 thru
September 30, 2005.

Personal Salaries; $3,848,250;
19%
Fringe Benefits; $786,007; 4%

InKind Match; $3,675,581; 18%

Administration; $378,338; 2% Travel; $330,974; 2%

Supplies; $208,944; 1%
Rent/Utilities; $248,429; 1%

Other/Misc.; $1,868,121; 9% Telephone/Postage; $97,702; 0%

Equipment; $143,166; 1%

Contractual; $102,545; 1%
BMP Cost Share; $8,368,203; 42%
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Figure 2. BMP Category Expenditures under the 2003 Gralanuary 1, 2003 thru September 30, 2005.

Upland Tree Planting, $79,418, 1%

Wetland Restoration/Creation,
$255,951, 3%

Riparian Area Management,

$442,846, 5% Cropland Management,

$1,814,800, 22%

Miscellaneous Practices,
$349,794, 4%

Erosion Control, $206,212, 2%

Livestock Manure Management
System (Partial System), $386,979,
5%

Grazing Management, $1,680,903,
20%

Livestock Manure Management
System (Full System), $3,109,456,
38%

As previously indicated, the NPS Program will begaing the STEPL model in February 2006
to estimate load reductions for certain BMP’s agublvithin the watershed projects. Although
the watershed projects have and will continue fipsut the implementation of many different
BMP, the STEPL model will only be used to estima@uctions associated with crop residue
management practices and manure management sysiarago limitations of the model, the
benefits of BMP, such as prescribed grazing, rgpabuffers, and nutrient management will not
be evaluated. Consequently, all project-speadfadireductions provided in GRTS in February
2006 will be based on the acres of no-till manageraad number of livestock manure
management systems installed. If/when the capiakilbf the STEPL model are expanded, the
appropriate adjustments will be made to allow Weuwation of additional BMP.

NPS Program evaluation involves three specificdbjes. These objectives and a summary of
activities the past year are as follows:

Objective 1: Assess and document beneficial use impairmentistate’s surface and ground
water resources resulting from NPS pollution andhe extent possible, identify current and
future sources and causes of the use impairmerlseats.
(Discontinued) - For the purposes of statewidessssent and evaluation, the NPS
Assessment Report has been replaced with the 3B&{)rts. Local NPS assessment
reports or TMDL's are also used for watershed-dmeevaluation and planning.

Objective 2: Maintain effective delivery of the NPS Programdmnducting periodic reviews of
Program accomplishments.

(On Schedule) - Input on program delivery is preddby local project sponsors through
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their annual project reports. The local proje20€5 annual reports, including any
feedback on the program, are in the GRTS.

Objective 3: Evaluate local NPS project progress toward go@stified in the PIP’s.

(On Schedule) - All data collected within the lopabject areas is compiled by the
NDDH and entered in STORET. As the projects arapleted, the applicable data is
interpreted to evaluate progress toward quantdigsls and objectives. This information
is included in the final project reports to documgimject progress and benefits. All
final project reports have been entered in GRT®ag are completed

Although, the statewide benefits of the NPS Progtammot be easily measured, BMP and water
guality data from some projects does suggest $e8tid funding is having a positive impact on
water quality in the state. Over the long termthesapplied BMP mature and additional projects
are initiated, statewide reductions in NPS pollushould begin to be realized. Continued and
expanded coordination with USDA and other natugaburce agencies will also be a key factor
for ensuring measurable progress is realized staécly 2013.
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Appendix A
Budgets & Status of Projects Supported Under the 2003 Consolidated Grant
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Projects Supported Under the 2003 Consolidated Grant
January 1, 2003 - September 30, 2005

Development Phase - NPS Assessment

Project Name

Bear/Bonehill Creek Assessment

Cass Co. - Three Rivers Assessment Project
Lake Hoskins Water Quality Assessment
McDowell Dam Alum Treatment Demo

Ransom C. Sheyenne River Assessment

Red River Basin Volunteer Monitoring Network
Rice Lake Water Quality Improvement Project
Stutsman Co. Subwatershed Assessment Project
Turtle River Assessment

Unobligated Development Phase Fund

Upper Goose River Watershed Assessment Project

Subtotal

Development Phase - TM DL Development

Project Name

Armourdale Dam TMDL

Blacktail & McGregor TMDL Development Projects
Carbury Dam TMDL

Dickinson Dike TMDL Development - Phase I
Dickinson Dike TMDL Development - Phase |
McDowell Watershed TMDL

Northgate Dam TMDL

Subtotal

Education - Demonstr ation

Project Name

Kelly Creek Water Quality Improvement Demonstration
SW North Dakota NPS/Water Quality I&E Project

Subtotal

Education - Public Outreach

Project Name

Digital Taxonomic Keys for Aquatic Insects in ND
Envirothon Program

319
Status Allocation
Completed  $15,253
Active ,4899
Completed  $B,0
Active $48,000
Completed  $79,480
Active 47829
Active 48400
Active 11,845
Active $87,079
Active $240,731
Active $71,616
$1,167,329
319
Status Allocation
Completed  $4,055
Coref@d  $14,998
Completed  $6,184
Active 6a0
Completed$6,853
Completed  $22,688
Active $14,325
$70,103
319
Status Allocation
Completed  $7,860
Active $910,886
$918,746
319
Status Allocation
Act $76,520
Active $142,948

24

L ocal Total
Match Budget Start End
$90,1 $25,422 1/1/2002 12/31/2003
$66,287 $165,717 1/1/2004 6/30/2008
$12,044 $30,110 1/1/2003 9/30/2004
$31700 $80,000 4/1/2005 6/30/2007
$52,987 $132,467 1/1/2002 3/31/2005
$31,886 $79,715 4/1/2004 6/30/2006
$298,667 $746,667 3/1/2005 6/30/2006
$7,897 $19,742 11/1/2005 6/30/2008
$58,053 $145,132 9/1/2005 6/30/2008
(0F:%:54 $401,218 7/1/1999 6/30/2009
$47,744 $119,360 10/1/2004  6/30/2007
$778,219 $1,945,548
L ocal Total
Match Budget Start End
$2,703 $6,758 10/1/2002 4/30/2004
$9,999 $24,997 5/1/2003 9/30/2004
$4,123 $10,307 10/1/2002 5/31/2003
$667 $1,667 4/1/2004 6/30/2006
$4,569 $11,422 3/1/2003 6/30/2003
$15,125 $33,8 71112002 6/30/2004
$9,550 $23,875 10/1/2002  6/30/2006
$46,735 $116,838
L ocal Total
Match Budget Start End
$5,240 $13,100 7/1/2000 9/1/2003
$607,257 $1,518,143  3/1/1997 6/30/2006
$612,497 $1,531,243
L ocal Total
Match Budget Start End
$51,013 $127,533 4/1/2001 6/30/2006
$95,299 $238,247 4/1/2001 6/30/2008




Foster County - TREES Program

NDSU Livestock Waste Technical Information & Asaiste

Program
Project WET
Statewide ECO ED Camp

Subtotal
Local Project Support (TA or FA)

Project Name

Adams Co. Livestock Manure Management Program
Dairy Pollution Prevention Program

Groundwater Sensitivity Mapping

Livestock Facility Assistance Program

ND Waterbank Program

NDSU Satellite Imagery for WQ Protection

NPS BMP Team

Project Safe Send - Dept. of Agriculture

Stockmen’s Association Manure Management Specialist

Subtotal

NPS Assessment - Multi Year Grant Award

Project Name

Cannonball River Watershed Assessment - Phase Il
Devils Lake Basin Assessment (00 WRAS)

NDSU Deep Soil Nitrogen Assessment

Nine Township Assessment (Knife River)

Pembina River Basin Assessment (99 WRAS)
Rocky Run Watershed Assessment - Phase |

UND Aquifer Denitrification Assessment

Subtotal
NPS Program Staffing And Support

Project Name
NPS Program Staffing & Support

Subtotal

Water shed Project

Project Name

Barnes Co. Sheyenne River Watershed (01 WRAS)
Bear Creek Watershed

Beaver Creek Watershed (99 WRAS)

Bone Hill Creek Watershed

Buffalo Springs & Lightening Creek Watersheds
Cedar Lake Watershed

Chanta Peta Watershed (00 WRAS)
Cottonwood Creek Watershed (99 & 02 WRAS)
Crooked Creek Watershed (00 WRAS)

Deep Creek Watershed

Active $390,118 $260,079 $650,197 7/1/1999 6/30/2007
Active $737,065 $491,377 $1,228,442 3/1/1997 60RE 2
Active $344,067 $229,378 $573,445 10/1/1993 6/30/2007
Active $561,138 $374,092 $935,230 3/1/1997 6/30/2008
$2,251,856 $1,501,237 $3,753,093
319 L ocal Total
Status Allocation Match Budget Start End
Active  $1,009,584 $673,056 $1,682,640 5/1/2004 6/30/2009
Active $1,413,558  94%,372 $2,355,930 4/1/2000 6/30/2009
Completed ~ $335,311 321 $558,852 4/1/2001 9/30/2005
Active $1,02@2 $686,160 $1,715,400 11/1/2001 6/30/2010
Completed  $239,035 $159,357 $398,392 10/1/1999 6/30/2005
Completed 58167 $100,111 $250,278 6/1/2000 6/30/2005
Active $435,481 $290,321 $725,802 3/1/1997 6/30/2006
Completed 43895 $93,930 $234,825 5/1/2004 6/30/2005
Active $1,386,326 $924.217 $2,310,543  12/1/2001  6/30/2010
$6,139,597 $4,093,065 $10,232,662
319 L ocal Total
Status Allocation Match Budget Start End
poed  $3,020 $2,013 $5,033 4/1/2001 6/30/2005
Completed  @B,8 $2,576 $6,440 7/1/2000 6/30/2004
Completed  $15,960 10,680 $26,600 4/1/1999 6/30/2005
Completed 386, $20,857 $52,143 7/1/2001 6/30/2004
Completed 1,682 $47,755 $119,387 5/1/2000 6/30/2005
Completed  $0 $0 $0 4/1/2000 6/30/2002
Completed  $39,517 $26,345 $65,862 10/1/1999  9/30/2005
$165,279 $110,186 $275,465
319 L ocal Total
Status Allocation Match Budget Start End
Active $1,272,000 $848,000 $2,120,000  7/1/1999 3/31/2006
$1,272,000 $848,000 $2,120,000
319 L ocal Total
Status Allocation Match Budget Start End
Active $1,453,114 $968,743 $2,421,857 4/1/2001 6/30/2006
Active $877,402 $584,935 $1,462,337 5/1/2004 6/30/2009
Active $1,578,678 052,452 $2,631,130 7/1/1997 6/30/2009
Active $633,660 $422,440 $1,056,100 4/1/2005 6/30/2010
Active  $250,587 $167,058 $417,645 4/1/2001 6/30/2006
Completed  $205,105 $136,737 $341,842 3/1/1999 6/30/2005
Active $229,070 $182,7  $381,783 2/1/2001 6/30/2006
Active $608 $410,472 $1,026,180 3/1/1997 6/30/2006
Active $164,003 RID $273,338 2/1/2001 6/30/2006
Active $596,958 $397,972 $994,930 4/1/2005 6/30/2010
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Griggs Co. 319 Water Quality Project (99 WRAS)
Hay Creek Watershed - Phase IV

Hay Creek Watershed - Phase V

Lake Hoskins Watershed

Lower Pipestem Creek Watershed (02 WRAS)
Maple Creek Watershed (00 WRAS)

Middle Cedar Creek Watershed (00 WRAS)

Mirror Lake Watershed

Nine Townships Watershed - Implementation Phase
Pheasant Lake/EIm River Watershed (03 WRAS)
Powers Lake Watershed (03 WRAS)

Red River Riparian Project - Phases Il & 11l (03 WR)
Rocky Run Watershed - Phase Il (02 WRAS)
Sheyenne River & Dead Colt Watersheds (Ransom Co.)
Upper Sheyenne Watershed (02 WRAS)

Wild Rice Watershed (99 & 00 WRAS)

Subtotal

Grand Totals

Aetiv $634,534 $423,023 $1,057,557 7/1/1996 6/30/2007
Completed  $17,317 8531,5 $28,862 4/1/2001 5/31/2003
Completed  $212,922 $441, $354,870 7/1/2002 2/29/2004
Active $230,142 $153,428 $383,570 4/1/2005 6/30/2010
Active 2,092 $1,364,795 $3,411,987 4/1/2002 6/30/2008
Active $781,709 $529,1 $1,302,848 10/1/2000 6/1/2008
Active $429,65 $281,773 $704,432 2/1/2001 6/30/2006
Completed  $71,856 $47,904 $119,760 3/1/1998 6/30/2004
VACti $760,888 $507,259 $1,268,147 5/1/2004 6/30/2009
Active 34$834 $623,223 $1,558,057 5/1/2003 6/30/2008
Active $538,205 $3EB,8 $897,008 5/1/2003 6/30/2008
Active $1,553,174 $1,035,449 $2,588,623 3/1/1998 @137
Active $666, $459,377 $1,148,443 7/1/2002 6/30/2007
ctivel $635,919 $423,946 $1,059,865 4/1/2005 6/30/2010
Completed  $39,647 26,431 $66,078 7/1/1996 6/30/2004
Active $1,420,061 $946,707 $2,366,768 10/1/1999 6/1/2009
$17,594,410 $11,729,607 $29,324,017
$29,579,320 $19,719,547 $49,298,867
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Appendix B

Map of Watershed Project Areas
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MPS Management Program — Active VYWatershed Projects — January 2005
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Appendix C

Amounts and Costs of Practices | mplemented Under Each BMP Category
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Amounts and Costs of Practices Implemented Under Each BMP Category

BM P Category and Practice
Cropland Management

GPS Equipment (Nutrient Management)
Nutrient Management

Pasture/Hayland Planting

Pest Management

Residue Management (Mulch Till)

Residue Management (No-Till and Strip Till)

Soil Test (Nutrient Management)

Erosion Control
Critical Area Planting
Grade Stabilization

Grassed Waterway

Grazing Management
Fencing
Mechanical Treatment
Miscellaneous
Pasture/Hayland Planting

Pipelines

BMP Category and Practice

January 1, 2003 - September 30, 2005

Amount Units

3.00 Number

97,943.50 Acres

371.80 Acres

28,530.90 Acres

49,103.90 Acres

78,956.80 Acres

36.00 Number

Total
671.10 Acres
1.00 Number
550.00 Linear Feet

Total

832,529.60Linear Feet
45.00 Acres

1.00 System(s)
5,989.90 Acres

233,151.00Linear Feet

Amount Units
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Cost Share

$3,435.63
$253,936.02
$6,882.92
$67,194.37
$218,669.03
$536,313.52
$1,213.32

$1,087,644.81

$113,883.35
$1,616.89

$8,226.90
$123,727.14

$360,676.36

$224.10

$2,280.24

$115,275.65

$295,198.83
Cost Share

Producer Match

$2,290.42
$169,290.34
$4,588.61
$44,795.58
$145,779.05
$359,602.68
$808.88

$727,155.56

$75,922.23
$1,077.92

$5,484.60
$82,484.75

$240,446.93
$149.40
$1,520.16

$76,851.11

$196,799.55

Producer Match

Total Cost

$5,726.05
$423,226.36
$11,471.53
$111,989.95
$364,448.08
$895,916.20
$2,022.20

$1,814,800.37

$189,805.58
$2,694.81

$13,711.50
$206,211.89

$601,123.29
$373.50
$3,800.40

$192,126.76

$491,998.38

Total Cost



Pond

Prescribed Grazing
Range Planting
Solar Pumps
Trough and Tank
Use Exclusion

Well (Livestock Only)

Livestock Manure Management System (Full System)

Cultural Resource Review

Engineering Services - Preconstruction

Manure Removal (Ag Waste)

Phase | Waste Management System

Phase Il Waste Management System

Phase Il Waste Management System

Soil Test (Ag Waste)

Waste Management System (Coordinated With EQIP)

Waste Management System (Full System Completed)

48.00

320.00

34.40

3.00

115.00

10.00

29.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

12.27

6.07

0.60

1.00

3.00

12.00

Number
Acres
Acres
Number
Number
Acres

Number

Number

System(s)
System(s)
System(s)
System(s)
System(s)
Number

System(s)

System(s)
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Total

Total

$47,799.43

$960.00

$1,037.40

$9,670.20

$84,920.72

$1,993.00

$88,508.18
$1,008,544.11

$611.56

$7,972.51

$816.00

$747,246.05

$370,582.50

$117,020.40

$458.40

$133,256.10

$487,710.35
$1,865,673.87

$31,866.29

$640.00

$691.60

$6,446.80

$56,612.79

$1,328.66

$59,005.47
$672,358.76

$407.70

$5,315.01

$544.00

$498,163.67

$247,055.01

$78,013.60

$305.60

$88,837.39

$325,140.25
$1,243,782.23

$79,665.72

$1,600.00

$1,729.00

$16,117.00

$141,533.51

$3,321.66

$147,513.65
$1,680,902.87

$1,019.26

$13,287.52

$1,360.00

$1,245,409.72

$617,637.51

$195,034.00

$764.00

$222,093.49

$812,850.60
$3,109,456.10




BMP Category and Practice

Livestock Manure Management System (Partial System)
Building Relocation, Moving Costs (Ag Waste)
Bunk Line Fencing (Ag Waste)

Diversion

Perimeter Fencing (Ag Waste)

Phase Il Waste Management System

Runoff Management System

Soil Test (Ag Waste)

Waste Storage Facility

Waste Utilization

Watering Facility (Ag Waste:Tank,Pipeline,Well)

Windbreak Fencing (Ag Waste)

Miscellaneous Practices
Cultural Resource Review
Engineering Services - Construction Phase
Engineering Services - Preconstruction
Miscellaneous
Soil Investigations
Solar Pumps
Urban Stormwater Management

Well Decommissioning

Amount

1.00
1,920.00

800.00

10,705.00

0.10

1.00

4.00

1.00

8,647.21

2.00

6,736.00

5.00

1.00

3.00

3,315.00

1.00

4.00

1.00

23.00

Number
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
System(s)
System(s)
Number
System
Acres
Number

Linear Feet

Total

Number
System(s)
System(s)
Number
Number
Number
System

Number

Total
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Cost Share

$24,160.36

$2,880.00

$3,243.39

$11,663.28

$10,810.41

$57,353.63

$2,148.36

$1,650.00

$106,143.41

$7,600.56

$4,429.06
$232,082.46

$3,309.00

$380.16

$9,737.23

$14,348.49

$443.22

$6,849.66

$160,880.98

$13,928.06
$209,876.80

Producer Match

$16,106.91

$1,920.00

$2,162.26

$7,775.52

$7,206.94

$38,235.75

$1,432.24

$1,100.00

$70,936.80

$5,067.04

$2,952.70
$154,896.16

$2,206.00

$253.44

$6,491.49

$9,565.66

$295.48

$4,566.44

$107,253.97

$9,285.06
$139,917.54

Total Cost

$40,267.27
$4,800.00
$5,405.65
$19,438.80
$18,017.35
$95,589.38
$3,580.60
$2,750.00
$177,080.21
$12,667.60

$7,381.76
$386,978.62

$5,515.00
$633.60
$16,228.72
$23,914.15
$738.70
$11,416.10
$268,134.95

$23,213.12
$349,794.34




BMP Category and Practice

Riparian Area Management
Engineering Services - Construction Phase
Engineering Services - Preconstruction
Riparian Forest Buffer
Riparian Herbaceous Cover
Stream Channel Stabilization
Streambank and Shoreline Stabilization
Timber Stand Improvement (Scarification)

Tree Handplants

Upland Tree Planting
Cultural Resource Review
Mechanical Treatment
Site Preparation - Heavy w/Chemical (Trees, G13)
Tree/Shrub Establishment
Weed Control For Tree Establishment (Chem or Mech)

Windbreak/Shelterbelt

Wetland Restoration/Creation
Wetland Creation

Wetland Restoration

Amount

1.00

3.00
12,259.60
14.00
42,205.00
7,209.00
2.00

1,833.00

1.00
3.20

32.20

System(s)

System

Linear Feet

Acres

Linear Feet

Linear Feet

Acres

Number

Total

Number

Acres

Acres

149,355.34Linear Feet

32.20

85,139.00

8.00

855.60

Acres

Linear Feet

Total

Acres

Acres

Total

Grand Total
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Cost Share Producer Match
$4,744.13 $3,162.75
$7,392.15 $4,928.11
$33,599.18 $22,399.44
$2,683.08 $1,788.73
$125,875.98 $83,917.33
$88,562.87 $59,041.91
$1,510.65 $1,007.10
$1,339.80 $893.20
$265,707.84 $177,138.57
$917.56 $611.71
$38.40 $25.60
$540.96 $360.64
$24,881.34 $16,587.23
$369.00 $246.00
$20,902.82 $13,936.45
$47,650.08 $31,767.63
$19,437.82 $12,958.54
$122,078.79 $101,475.48
$141,516.61 $114,434.02
$4,982,423.72 $3,343,935.22

Total Cost

$7,906.88
$12,320.26
$55,998.62
$4,471.81
$209,793.31
$147,604.78
$2,517.75

$2,233.00
$442,846.41

$1,529.27
$64.00
$901.60
$41,468.57
$615.00

$34,839.27
$79,417.71

$32,396.36

$223,554.27
$255,950.63

$8,326,358.94



